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Reply to Office Action Dated April 27, 2010 

REM\RK§ 

Claims 1-2, 4-16, 18-25, 27-34 and 36-38 are pendmg. 
Claims 1-2, 4-16, 18-25, 27-34 and 36-38 stand rejected. 
Claims 1, 23 and 24 have been amended. 

Clainis i -2, 4-16, 18-25, 27-34 aad 36-3$ are hereby presented for reconsideration. 

In fte Office Action, claims 1, % 23, 24 a^id 31 are independent, Tlie Bxaminer has 
removed the prior rejection^ but now rejects these claims under 35 ^J .S.C. 1 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the newly cited Borst (llS, Patent Ho. 6,.>66,668) in v iew of the previously 
cited Shtivelman (U.S. Patent Publication No. 2002./0054670) md Foldare (U.S. Patent No. 
5,978,671). Applicants respectfully disagree with the Examiner's contentions and submit tlie 
following remarks in response- 
Independent claitn 1 .is directed to a caO routing system for use in a directory assi.stance 
system having a primary call routing device at a first call center configured to receive directory 
assistance calls from callers and to determine using a fmt call distribution process, for each of 
the calls, whether tbe calls will be handled by the fitist call cetitter or by a second call center in the 
direc-tory assistance system arnorjg a plivrality of call centers. 

A secondary router at the first call center in the directory assistance system is configured 
to initially route the calls vvithln the fet call center to the primary call routing device, and if the 
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primal)' caU nnuing dc\ tee is olt-inie, the secondary eail router empioys a second default call 
distribution logic to route the calls among the first cali center and the pluraltty of call ceiiters in 
the directory assistance systems. 

In such an ^UKUigenient aftet a call is received at the first caH center, the primary call 
router (such as ICM. central controllers 34) makes call distribution decisions using a first call 
distribution process to distribute the calls between tlie first call center and tlie other second call 
centers. This first call distribution process between call centers may for example be an 
intelligent call routing process that helps to favorably distribute calls for frequent callers (see 
paragraphs [0040] - [0042]) or to achieve some other desirable distribution. In the event that the 
primary call roiiting device is oMifte the secondary call routing device (such as POP router 30) 
uses a second default call routing logic to distribute the eaUs. This second default call routing 
logic may be a basic even distribution load balancing distribiitidn as described for example in 
paragraph [0070], 

Turning to the rejection of the claims, the Examiner appears to reject claims 1, and 24 in 
view of the Borst reference as per the comments on page 2-3 of the Office Action. The Borst 

reference is related to call routing within a call distribution system. However, the Borst system 
deals with a pre-route vs. post route distribution as noted in coL 1, lines 13-37. Inpre-route 
systems, the routing is achieved prior to reaching the call center (see column I , lines 17-22), 
whereas iu posHxuue systeivis, the routing/distribution is done after reaching the first c<tll center 
{see col. 1, lines 2.5-33). Both of these systems have drawbacks. 
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The Borst system implements a post route architecttire with certai« distribiitiosi logic 

features of a pm-route type system to pfo\dde mi improved system {see col. I, lines 41-48 a«d 

ooi. 2, lines 23-35). 

Io formiiig the rejectioii, the F.xaminer cited primadiy to cohmm 3, Imes 12-57 as weil avS 
Figs. 1, 3 and 4. However, there is no secondary call routing system described at all in this 
system. Essentially as calls come into the system in Borst, call allocator 103 distributes the call 
between priiTiary call center (ACD system 111) aiid non-cena-al backup call centers (ACD 
systems 1 10 and 1 1 2 in Figure 1 . As noted in colinnn 3 lines, 42-50 calls are initially routed to 
the secondary cail centers 1 10 and 112. However once they can no longer handle the calls better 
than the primary call center 1 1 1 , they send a busy signal back, and switching node 101 re/emes 
the call cmmection ia fke non cenimlmU center I iO/Ill andmUrecisf to the cenirai call cmiter 
III. This is the criticai feature of Borst in that it describes a post route routing architecturedi// 
with callhmiilUfig that saves bamhmMr by relemmg comiecfkms between caU ceritem after 
tmnsfef\ 

This arrangement does not describe a system that is off line nor does it suggest a 
secondars' router. The primar\' call router in the Borst system is the call allocator 103. To the 
extern that ACDs 1 1 1 (primary call center) and ACDs 1 10/112 (secondary call centers 1 12) are 
described they appear to simply provide notification of available status (to more beneficially 
handle vaO) xti'^ns ima\Ai\sh\c {cannot n hcnci'u u\\]\ handle a call} 

The Eixamtner s Citation on page 3 to srep 308 of the "busy" retiuii sjgnal as equivalent to 
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The clauiud element of the "pj inniiy c<jll touting de\ icc being off-line' is not correct. I he 
''busy" return signal from ACDs 3 1 0/H2 are indieations that they are working pfoperiy with the 
primaiy' call router 103 to make sure that the calls are properly redirected to a different caU 
center, such as primary call center 111. 

As such, there is bo teachitjg or suggestiott in Borst that discloses all of the eleiwents of 
claims 1 and 24, For example, there is no teaching or suggestion in Borst that discloses a 
secondary router at said first call center in said directory assistance system. 

Moreover, to the extent that the Examiner is reading the secondary ca!! router to be cali 
routing ftioctions handled at the various ACDs i iO/i 12, there is no teaching or suggestion fbr a 
secondary muter confrgiired to initially route said calls within said first call center to said 
primar)^ call routing device, atrd if said primary call routing device is off-line, the secondary call 
romer employs a second deStult call distribution logic to route said calls among the first call 
center and the phtrality of call centers in the direciorv' assistance systems. 

For at least this reason, AppHcahls respectfuiiy request that the rejeetioh of independent 
claims 1 and 24 be withdrawn. Also, as claims 2, 3-S, 25 and 17-30 depend therefrom 
respectively, these claims should be allowed fbr at least the same reasons, 

Separateiy, the Examiner has rejected independent claims 9 ajtid 31 under 35 U.S.C. § 
i03(a) as being unpatentable over Borst, Shtivelman in view of Foldare et al. (L'.S. Patent No. 
5,978,671). Applicants respect&lly disagree with the Examiner's contentions and submit the 
iollowitrg remarks in response. 
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Independent claim 9 is directed to a call routing systmi for use i« a directory assislance 

system having a primary call routing device eonfigured to reeeiye direetory assistance calls from 

callers and a frequent caller database, configutied to store information corresponding to trequem 

eallers. 

A frequent caller routing module is coupled to tlie primary call routing device aod is 
configured to determine if a particular caller's information is stored in the frequent caller 
database where if the caller's information is stored in tiie frequent caller database, the primary 

call roittsng device utiiizes the intoroiation and determines if the caHer is to receive priority call 
routing where the frequent caller routing module attempts to designate a desired predefined 
percentage of calls of the total numbers of calls to the directory assistance system as priority 
calls. 

Such at) arrangement provides for priority routing of calls, such as routing to more 
eJcperienced call handling agents and shorter wait times for customers imended to be served with 
priority. For example, as noted tn paragraph [0035] of the present application, this allows the 
system to set a percentage of calls out of the total calls received that are treated in a priority 
manner in order to improve service to those customers. 

To fonn the rejection, the Exajiriner states that Borst teaches a tV equent call routing 
module (103) which attempts to designate a predefined percentage of calls of the total number of 
calls to said directory assistance systenv Col. I, lines 5^-54 and ool. .5, lines 2S-3Q. The 
Examiner compietes the rejection by arguing that Shdvehnan teaches a hequeni caller database. 
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f irstly, Appiicants note that the present ciaiim call for a call routing arratigemeiit that 
includes a "... frequent caller rottting module coitpie4 to md pntmtycall routing device. , .[tii^t] 
delennnit;'^ jTsaid Lalici - * .\v." . \-i .-s n ^ >M TOtidng wherein said irequein calter muling 
module attempts to designate a desned pt'c\kfmi.d percentage of calls ()fihe (otai numbers of 
calls to said directory^ , asshfanc^^ .^V^f^^. ^^'^ priority calls. As noted above, this means that tlie 
primary call routing device gives preferential distribution/routing treatment to frequent callers. 
If for example the system gets 100,000 calls a day and there is a desire to give 5% preferential 
treatment, then the primary call routing device utilises the data from frequent caller routitig 
module to make sure that the frequent callers, best meeting the desired eriteria, make vtp 5,000 of 
the routed calls ihatfeceive '-priority call routing." 17tit is the opposite qfhmtc voltme hamd 
Im ddigrih^ 

The cited portions of Borst (col. 1, lines 53-54) are exactly the opposite of the claimed 
aiTajigement where gU calls are dtstribiited on fixed percentage to the various call centers. This 
is basic load distribution. Borst later describes more intelligent load distribntion that avoids over 
trafficked call centers, butitinito muv .sfn'^iat (he f rucking ai all of frequent callers for priortty 
call routing as claimed by the Examiner in the last three lines of page 3 of the Office Action. 

In the second half of the reject ion, the Examiner argues that Sthivelman teaches the 
element that "the frequent caller routing module attempts to designate a desired predefuied 
percentage of calls of the total numbers of calls to the director^' assistance system as priority 
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calb." ihe Lxannnei cites k> Sbuvelman Figs. 1-3, step 87 (Fig,3) an4 paragraphs [0046j atid 
[0053]. 

However, as noted in the prior ^mentltneiits, Shtivelman is directed to an emergency call 
disUihution .sNsteni thm queues mc\ calls at a ea!1 center. However, when emergency 
personal are tr> ing to call \\ ith \itai iaformation they nmy be looped into the queue. Shtivelmaii 
offers a form of coding to determine if the caller is iraportant (einergency services) aiid then if 
tliey are, the call is pushed through out of the queue to the original destination (tlie emergency 
operator). Step 87 in Figitre 3 (paragraph [00531) of Shtiveimaa describes this process. 

Contrary to the E.iaminer's assertion, there is no designated desirecJ predeftnei^ 
pereenmge ofctilh at all of the total numbers of calls to the directory assistance System as 
prioriiy calls. Hie only designated calls as priority calls in Shtivehiian are those from authorized 
emergency personal (or others with s uch codes). These calk cm not he a predetermined 
mrmntme m their quantity mn not be known in advance. 

As such, AppHcaiits respectfliHy siibmtt that the cited prior art, either alone or in 
combination with one another, does not teach or suggest all of the elenients of independent 
ciaitns 9 and '^l Foj example, there is no teaching ot suugestion in anv one of Shtne^hnan, Boist 
or t-oldate that discloses a pcquan cailci ifmi/n;^ moduk- ihm utiempfs de-^ignu'e u de'^itwi 
predeiined perceniagc of calls of the total mmhers of calh tn (he direciorx asmlaticc s\ sk-m a« 
pnonLv Ci7ils. 

I or at least this icason. Applicants respectfuliv request that the rejection of independent 
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ciaivns 9 and 31 be withdrawn. Also, as claims 10-16, I S~22, 32-34 and 36-38 (iepeiid iherefrooi 

respect ivelyv tlsese claims should be allowed tor at least tlie same reasons. 

Applicants note that independent claim 23 includes at; least the above described features 

of claims I and 9 and should be deemed allowable for at least the same reasons set fbrdi abovein 

support of tliose ckims. 

lii view of tiie foregoing Applicants respectfully submit that pending claims 1-2, 4-i6, 

1 S-25, 27-34 and 36-3 are in condition for aliowance, tlie eai-Hest possible notice of whiclr is 

earnestly solicited. If the Examioer feels that an interview would tacilitate the prosecution of 

this Application, they are invited to contact the undersigned at the niunber listed below. 

RespectfiiUy submitted, 

SOFER& BAROUN, L.L.P. 

By /Jfoseph Sofer/ ^ 

joseph Sofer 
Reg. No 34,438 

Dated: May 1 8, 2010 31 7 Madison Avenue 

Suite 910 

HewYorif, NY 10017 
(212) 697-2800 
Customer Number 39600 
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